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perhaps all the more easily as its work was untouched by the
efforts of scholars, who were devoting themselves primarily
to the preservation of their treasured inheritance, the
written language, to the avoidance of solecisms and of such
incursions of the spoken language into it as would seem from
their point of view to be simply barbarisms.
Here the question arises: what do we legitimately mean
by the very frequently used word 'barbarism' r1 If we look
impartially at the formation of the modern language, we
cannot call everything non-classical a barbarism; to call the
use of am) with the accusative a barbarism is patently
absurd. Yet the word has a real meaning. What may
properly be called a barbarism is an error made in speech or
writing by a man trying to use a language of which he has no
real knowledge, or aiming at using an obsolete type of his
own language; of barbarisms of this latter sort the medieval
Greek texts are full. Such errors are very instructive, for
they tell us at once that the word or form so used was no
longer a part of the living language; it was a thing for the use
of which there was no longer a genuine linguistic conscious-
ness. I give some examples. In ancient Greek els with the
accusative and &> with the dative are kept distinct: in modern
Greek both senses are rendered by «V with the accusative,
and this began very early. So when Byzantine authors use
€v with the dative it is a purist archaism, and when they
carry it so far as to use their a/ to express 'motion towards1,
they are committing a barbarism, and one that tells us that,
in fact, & with the dative must at that time have been a dead
form. This barbarous use of the preposition is, indeed, very
common. Again, in the Chronicle of the Morea we find an
aorist participle aKovacov, and this is used for both the
singular and the plural :2 from this we can deduce that the
writer was not really familiar with aorist participles, certainly
not in their classical form. The present participle, on the
other hand, supplies us with a set of examples which cannot
properly be called barbarisms. Already in the papyri the
1	The subject of 'barbarisms' I have treated at some length in a paper called
'Graeco-barbara', in the Trans, of the Philological Society for 1939.
2	John Schmitt's edition (London, 1904), line 701, where the codex hafniensis
reads 'Axovacw ravra ot apxovres tov foayKiKov <j>oacFO.rovy and the parisinus, not
much better, JKovaas, K.T.A. There is another example in line 744.

